The comment [Baker and Dash, 1996] reveals a formidable misunderstanding of the points I was trying to make [Knight, 1996] , and this raises the possibility that I may harbor an equally deep-seated misunderstanding of their scheme for representing surfaces [Dash, 1989; Baker and Dash, 1994, 1996]. It is not easy to get to
the bottom of this, but another attempt will be made. To clarify the disagreement, sharp distinctions must be drawn among (1) the concept of the actual ice surface structure, (2) the formulation that describes it in mathematical terms, and (3) approximations used for supplying numbers into the formulation. There is a disagreement about the concept, but there is evidence for and against both views, and in the final analysis this is a matter of judgment. The most substantial disagreement concerns the formulation, not the concept or the approximations. Dash [1989] appears to be convinced that the ice surface has a very thick layer much like liquid water on its surface, "macroscopically thick" at temperatures within a few degrees of the melting point. The view evidently is that while no part of this surface transition layer is perfectly homogeneous, most of it is nearly so, and most of the overall change in properties across it is confined to two, thin regions of much steeper gradient on either side. In this view, the actual interface is a rather discrete layer, and measurements of layer thickness by different techniques should agree fairly well and would be physically meaningful. Defining the two interfacial energies of the surfacephase layer would be especially tricky, if or when it needed to be done. (I had not realized that %o(h) was the normally defined %, for the equilibrium h.) A similar difficulty that seems glaring to me is their use of an interfacial energy for a dry, ice-vapor interface. If, as they claim, the equilibrium interface is not "dry," this quantity has no defined meaning, and my view is that no useful meaning can be defined for it.
It is noteworthy that it is strictly impossible for 7,• + 7z. to be less than 7,. at the triple point, using normally defined surface energies, because a true liquid [Fukuta, 1987] that should have been noted by Knight [1996] , which explains a liquid layer as a result of pressure melting. It is interesting to contrast Fukuta's approach Dash's [1989] , because one gives higher pressure in the layer, while the other gives lower pressure.) Some of the arguments advanced by Knight [1996] are similar tO'points made by Fukuta and oeu [1995] , but there are significant differences as well. They do not express their arguments in terms of the phase rule, and they are mostly preoccupied with a disequilibrium surface. The discussion by Knight [1996] is centered around the phase rule, which seems to me the most fundamental approach, and is strictly limited to thermodynamic equilibrium. The meaning of surface energy for an interface between phases that are out of equilibrium has been an occasionM preoccupation of mine for a number of years, because in the absence of equilibrium the work of forming new surface depends upon which of the two phases supplies the materiM to form the new surface, whereas at equilibrium, this ambiguity is not present.
